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Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for an Early Site Permit
(ESP) at the Grand Gulf ESP Site

NUREG-1817
Submitted by: Ruth Pullen

P.O. Box 720415
Byram, Mississippi 39272

Please note that any page or appendix references in this document refer to the Draft EIS (DEIS) unless
otherwise specified..

I am glad for the opportunity to make these comments and commend the NRC staff for their work in the
preparation of the DEIS. That being said I have the following concerns/beliefs:

THE ESP PROCESS

The entire ESP process is extremely flawed and biased towards the nuclear industry. Of particular
concem is the vagueness of the parameters used in determining the staff’s recommendation for the ESP.
While the DEIS pages 1-7 state that the ESP process “allows for early resolution of many safety and
environmental issues that may be identified for the ESP site”, appendix J lists 16 pages of assumptions
made by SERI in its report to the NRC. Idon’t believe that any definitive decision can be made when
the data is based on so many assumptions and estimates. Further, the PPE does not require selection of
a plant design, but only that the limits in which SERI select a design in the future be set. Again and
again in the DEIS, the fact that no plant design has been selected hinders the staff’s ability to make a
determination. For example, page 2-23 states “After a plant design has been selected, additional site
exploration, laboratory testing, and geotechnical analyses will be performed”...; page 2-30 states that
“As no specific design has been selected, water treatment and waste water designs are currently
unknown”. This has resulted in a DEIS that repeatedly states that SERI did not provide enough
information or select a plant design and therefore further assessment will have to be done at the CP or
COL stage. Just one example- “However, at the CP or COL stage, SERI would need to demonstrate that
the Catahoula formation could support the additional groundwater withdrawals”( page 4-6) and that
“Prior to issuance of a COL, the applicant would be required to implement a subsurface characterization
and groundwater monitoring program....”(page 2-26). . On page 3-6 : “the staff identified when and
how assumptions and bounding values limit its conclusions on the environmental impacts to a particular
resource”. If further assessment or information are continually needed then the ESP process is
obviously a waste of NRC staff time and taxpayer dollars. Despite the fact that the NRC is in large part
a fee based agency, government subsidies to the utility make this entire process a waste of taxpayer
dollars. Page 10-7 states: “If granted, the ESP will not authorize any activities by SERI that would
have an environmental impact”. What is the point of requiring an environmental impact statement for
an ESP that won’t authorize activities with an environmental impact? Again, the process is flawed and
needs to be changed. More decisions and information should be required of the applicant before the
ESP process can go forward. In addition, the Draft Safety Evaluation Report (DSER 4/2005)(not
included in the DEIS) states that “the staff is requesting additional information from the applicant
regarding certain matters” which it refers to as “open items”. The document states that “Completion of
the staff’s final safety evaluation report (FSER) according to the current schedule will depend on the
applicant’s timely submission of information sufficient to resolve each open item and allow the staff to
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review that information before issuance of the FSER”. Again, more incomplete information has been
provided by SERI.

SAFETY

Safety issues are another major concern. The continued generation of highly toxic and long-lived
nuclear wastes should be stopped. There is yet no national waste repository, resulting in the current
storage of 20 years of waste above ground and on site at GGNS, with more'waste being continually
generatedy. Entergy has stated that its current storage capacity will be filled in 2007 and plans are being
made to store future waste above ground in concrete casks that last one hundred years. As NRC
commissioners and staff know, many of the isotopes generated by nuclear fission last for tens of
thousands of years, some for millions of years. To generate more waste without a safe way to deal with
it is madness, highly irresponsible, and not in the best interests of the People of the United States,
particularly when viable alternatives exist. We can’t even build a house in this country without adequate
waste disposal, yet we are considering building and continue to use facilities that will generate tons of
these highly radioactive and deadly materials. No new nuclear reactors should even be considered, and
those currently on line should be gradually phased out. If a national repository is ever created, the tens
of thousands of tons of waste already generated will be transported by rail, truck, and barge across the
country, providing targets for terrorists and danger to the public from accidents. The DEIS should have
covered the results of catastrophic and less severe accidents both at the plant and during transport.
Instead, staff discussed the probability of accidents, found it low, and went no further. Better policy
would be to look at accident scenarios and decide if the results are worth the risk, particularly when
there are alternatives to nuclear facilities.

The accident/risk scenarios are also issues at the reactor itself. I don’t know of any other source of
electricity so dangerous that it requires evacuation routes and special training of emergency and medical
personnel. Increasing the number of reactors increases the risk of an accident or meltdown at the site.

The 911 Commission has stated that attacks on nuclear power plants were discussed by Al Quaida.
Therefore, a major flaw in the DEIS was the lack of consideration of a terrorist attack, both on the
reactor itself and the waste storage area. I realize that the NRC Commissioners have ruled that terrorist
attacks cannot be considered in a DEIS, but feel that this is the extreme of irresponsibility on the
Commissioners’ part. Also, the Commissioners only considered an aerial attach and nothing by land in
their ruling. Yet “The Grand Gulf site”...” is accessible by both river and road (page 2-1) and the ESP
site is less than two miles from the Mississippi River (figure 2-2, page 2-21). A June 20, 2005 article in
Time magazine raised frightening and believable issues concerning the ease with which a terrestrial
attack by terrorists could be carried out- resulting in what the NRC Commissioners would term a “worst
case” scenario. The following are excerpts (in italics) from NRC document CLI-02-25, which states the
Commissioners’ basis for denying the terrorism consideration and how they are dealing with security
issues:

The purpose of an DEIS is to inforin the decisionmaking agency and the public of a broad range of environmental
impacts that will result, with a fair degree of likelihood, from a proposed project, rather than to speculate about "worst case”
scenarios and how to prevent them’

‘The primary question in these cases is whether NEPA requires the NRC, in rendering licensing decisions, to
consider the impacts of terrorism. We hold today that NEPA does not require a terrorism review.(4)

Below we consider in some detail the legal question whether NEPA requires an inquiry into the threat of terrorism
at nuclear facilities. At the outset, however, we stress our determination, in the wake of the horrific September 11th terrorist
attacks, to strengthen security at facilities we regulate. We currently are engaged in a comprehensive review of our security
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regulations and programs, acting under our AEA-rooted duty to protect "public health and safety” and the "common defense
and security."(5) We are reexamining, and in many cases have already improved, security and safeguards matters such as
guard force size, physical barriers, access control, detection systems, alarm stations, response strategies, security exercises,
clearance requirements and background investigations for key employees, and fitness-for-duty requirements. More broadly,
we are rethinking the NRC's threat assessment framework and design basis threat. We also are reviewing our own
infrastructure, resources, and communications.

This statement shows that the NRC is considering major changes in its processes regulations to deal with
the threat of terrorism. Because these changes could result in different siting and construction
requirements, until these decisions/changes are implemented no further consideration should be given to
new nuclear power plants.

Utah’s positon seems to me very protective and sensible. Utak ...has focused on its NEPA-terrorism claim.(17)
Its NEPA claim does not ask that the NRC staff inquire into or predict the likelihood of a September 11-style terrorist attack
on the proposed ISFSI, but argues that the mere fact that these attacks occurred at other U.S. targets makes such an attack a
reasonably foreseeable environmental impact of erecting this facility, requiring a NEPA review. Utah asks the Commission
simply to assume an attack and go straight to analyzing its consequences.

Using the NEPA process to consider terrorism also would be incompatible with NEPA's (and the NRC's) public participation
process. In the wake of September 11, an overriding government priority is to avoid disclosing to terrorists themselves
precisely where and how nuclear facilities might be most vulnerable and what steps are being taken to lessen terrorists’
chance of success.

Without publicizing sensitive information, the NRC could discuss in general terms what procedures
they have implemented which they have done in the following excerpt from CLI-02-25:

As a result of our initial Advisories, nuclear power plant licensees increased patrols, augmented security forces and
capabilities, added security posts, installed additional physical barriers, increased the stand-off distance for vehicle
checks,(6) enhanced coordination with law enforcement and military authorities, and imposed more restrictive site access
controls for all personnel. We continue to provide updates to the licensees regarding our original Threat Advisories, having
so far issued more than 30 such updates. NRC security specialists have performed numerous onsite physical security
vulnerability assessments at licensed facilities to evaluate the effectiveness of our licensees' enhanced security measures.

We hasten to add that our decision against including terrorism within our NEPA reviews does not mean that we plan to rule
out the possibility of a terrorist attack against NRC-regulated facilities. On the contrary, as we outlined above, the
Commission and its staff have taken steps to strengthen security and are in the midst of an intense study of the effects of
postulated terrorist attacks and of our relevant security and safeguards rules and policies. These activities are rooted in the
NRC's ongoing responsibilities under the AEA to protect public health and safety and the common defense and security. But
we see no practical benefit in conducting that review, case-by-case, under the rubric of NEPA, nor any legal duty to do so.
Since each facility is different I believe a case-by-case review would be necessary. While some protective measures could be
uniform throughout all facilities, the varying nature of each site would require examination.

The primary question in these cases is whether NEPA requires the NRC, in rendering licensing decisions, to consider the
impacts of terrorism. We hold today that NEPA does not require a terrorism review.(4)

If NEPA does not require the a review of terrorism in the EIS, then NEPA should be modified or
some other requirements need to be created. Certainly the devastating effects of a meltdown or
severe accident involving nuclear waste should not be ignored in the EIS process. 1 see no point in
doing any type of EIS if the worst case scenario (the most deadly and expensive scenario) is not
considered. I believe in matters of this importance the Precautionary Principle (Environmetal and
Health Network) should be implemented. The Precautionary Principle states that: When an activity
raises threats of harm to the environment or human health, precautionary measures should be taken even
if some cause and effect relationships are not fully established scientifically.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Environmental justice(EJ) is another issue of importance. Claiborne County is a low income area with
the majority of the population being African-American. While the county has the highest risk from the
dangers of the plant, the state tax structure is such that Claiborne County does not receive the majority
of the taxes from the plant (page 2-68 and 2-69). While table 10-2 (page 10-7) states that “adverse
socioeconomic impacts could be disproportionate on local minority/low income community”, it also
states that mitigation of this effect is not applicable because the problem is dependent on actions of the
State. Rather than waiting to grant the ESP until this important issue is settled, the staff essentially
“writes it off”. This is inexcusable. Further, in the twenty years of operation of GG I the county has not
had sufficient funds to build the infrastructure to protect its citizenry in the event of an accident at the
plant. The Claiborne County Sheriff’s Department, “with a staff of only nine deputies...has concerns
about the adequacy of its staffing to cover simultaneously its emergency responsibilities at GGNS as
well as offsite evacuation”. Claiborne County officials are concerned that the hospital is not adequately
equipped to handle an emergency at the plant and also “believe their communications and transportation
capability to evacuate patients is not adequate”(page 2-74). These are serious environmental justice and
safety issues that should be addressed before consideration of an ESP goes forward.

The effects on the populace of Claiborne County be are not the only effects that should be considered.
The Grand Gulf site is located near the Mississippi River (the ESP site is less than two miles(figure 2-2,
page 2-21) from the river) in an area prone to damage from hurricanes, tornadoes and flooding. It is also
an area of the River that would allow easy access for terrorists, particularly from a boat or barge. An
accident or act of sabotage at this facility and its stored nuclear waste could contaminate the Mississippi
River and the Gulf of Mexico. This would be disastrous to the communities downstream that depend on
the River for drinking water. Also, the extensive industrial corridor between Baton Rouge and New
Orleans depends on River water for processing. These industries would have to be shut down.
Contamination of vital wetlands that provide nurseries for larval and other developmental stages of fish,
for shrimp, oysters, etc., could devastate the seafood industry. Certainly the tourist industries in Florida,
Mississippi, Louisiana, and Texas would be affected. This involves potentially billions/trillions of
dollars and innumerable lives lost or changed because of an accident at this plant. These effects should
be considered in any DEIS. Effects North of the facility should also be considered.

ALTERNATIVES

Section 8 of the DEIS discusses impacts of the alternatives to building a nuclear facility. Throughout
this section it is stated that SERI made the decisions about site selection, alternatives, capacity, etc.
Because of decisions SERI will make in the future, “energy alternatives not requiring new generating
capacity are not evaluated further in this EIS” (DEIS 8-4). SERI has indicated that the new reactor will
be the type that will allow the company to sell power on an open market. While I am not opposed to
Entergy making a profit, I think it is inexcusable that the public will be endangered so that profits can be
made. Also, the alternative site selection process conducted by Entergy Nuclear (page 8-31), was most
likely not in the best interested of the surrounding area or the Country, but in Entergy’s best interest.
The NRC should reevaluate and revamp this process so that the public good is considered a high priority
and so that process is not controlled by nor biased towards the utility. The party with a vested
interested in receiving the ESP should not be the primary party determining what is evalutated.
The ESP process is biased and needs to be changed. While I know that the staff also performed
independent reviews in some cases, there are numerous references to SERI’s control of the process in
the DEIS.
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Another example: (page 8-20) “neither type of solar electricity system would fit the land area footprint
available at the Grand Gulf ESP site”. For example, while SERI evaluated the solar option at Grand
Gulf, it did not evaluate it at the alternative sites or other possible sites. Solar may not be an option at
the GGNS site itself, but because it can be decentralized(a definite advantage in preventing regional
blackouts), it should not be eliminated as a possibility. Again, the bias was towards SERI/Entergy and
the selections SERI made. A more thorough analysis of possible alternatives needs to be made and
certainly the need for more power should be demonstrated. Mississippi certainly does not need more
power and therefore its citizenry should not be subjected to the dangers of nuclear power.

While I do not want to put NRC employees out of work, I believe their skills could be better put to use
evaluating alternative energy and dealing with the existing nuclear structures in our country.

In conclusion, I encourage both Federal and State legislators and the Commissioners of the NRC to re-
evaluate the entire ESP/EIS process and make the changes necessary to protect the public to the fullest.
I also encourage them to promote the use of decentralized energy facilities and the use of alternative
energy, and to do whatever is necessary to prevent the further accumulation of nuclear waste from
energy production.
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